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S T U A R T  F O W L E R , Australia 
A B S T R A C T
In this paper the Ren. Stuart Fowler outlines a Christian voice in Philosophy and urges 
the Christian philosopher to investigate his position and his stance with integrity and 
honesty.
A fter an introduction dealing w ith the origins o f  the Christian tradition he proceeds to a 
discussion o f  Christian philosophy as such, and the importance o f  Philosophy. He stales 
unequivocally that "Christianity is not a philosophy any more than it i f  a theology. It is a 
life-transformingfaith, a religion, that, in principle, reshapes the whole life o f  man”.
He critically evaluates the three broad approaches adopted by Christians in the f ie ld  of 
Philosophy. These are the dependence on Theology to provide answers, the taking-over o f  
another existing philosophy and altering it to f i t  the needs o f  Christian philosophy, and 
then the third approach, which is "to develop a distinctive philosophy that is firm ly  
grounded in the gospel and takes its starting point unashamedly in the W ord o f  God. 
.Nothing less than this can be adequate fo r  providing an authentic Christian voice amid 
the babel o f  modern philosophies".
A fter discussing the development o f  Christian thought in the twentieth century, he 
outlines the characteristics o f  a Christian philosophy, which would be Christian 
(grounded in the gospel); credible; modest; open; and practical.
In conclusion he urges the Christian philosopher to overcome the isolation that might be 
his lot is a secular world, "to recognize that this Christian philosophy can be... servant to 
help... see more clearly through the fo g  created by humanistic world views and 
philosophies the real nature o f  the issues that face us all in today’s world”. I f  this 
philosophy does not grow and develop, the loss w ill he the loss o f  the whole C.hristian 
community.
C h ris tian ity  was bo rn  a t th e  crossroads o f Jew ish  trad itio n  and  C reek  
w isdom . In  the  first cen tu ry  o f its existence bo th  these co n tem po rary  forces 
th rea ten ed  to  swallow it up  by rem ak ing  it in the ir ow n image.
There is n o th in g  unusua l abou t this. In every age the  established o rd e r o f 
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socicty a tte m p ts  to m eet the challenge  of d is tu rb in g  new  ideas by absorb ing  
them  in to  its ow n system . In  this w ay th e  estab lished  o rd e r  neu tra lizes any 
th re a t  by resh ap in g  ideas to fit th e  ex isting  system  o f  tho ug h t. Inc ip ien t 
revolu tionaries a re  not only co n ta in ed  but a re  tu rn e d  into loyal supporters 
o f the  sta tus quo.
T H E  A P O S T O L IC  F A IT H
T h e  early  leaders o f C h ris tian ity , th e  A postles, w ere a le rt to this d a n g e r and  
d e te rm in e d  th a t  C h ris tian ity  w ould  no t be n eu tra lized  in this way. T hey  
w ere d e te rm in e d  th a t  it w ou ld  su rv ive  as a  liv ing  ch a llen g e  to  th e  
established  o rd er bo th  as rep resen ted  by Jew ish  trad itio n  an d  as rep resen ted  
by G reek  wisdom .
So they  called  on  th e  co m m u n ity  o f C h ris tian  disciplcs to avoid  th e  
co n tam in a tio n  o f “ the  w orld”  an d  w arn ed  th a t  any  friendly  alliance w ith 
this w orld  was a d em o n stra tio n  o f hostility  to  G od  — Ja m e s  1:27; 4:4. In  this 
they  w ere sim ply be ing  fa ithfu l to th e  te a c h in g  o f  the  L ord  w ho h ad  told 
them  h im self th a t, as his disciplcs, they  d id  no t belong  to  “ th e  w orld” 
—Jo h n  15:19.
M ore specifically, they insisted th a t th e  gospel is, for the  Jew , a  s tum bling  
block, a n d , for th e  G reek, foolishness. In  th e ir  view  th e re  is no w ay to 
reconcile  th e  gospel w ith  e ith e r Jew ish  o r G reek  w isdom  — I C or. 1:21-23.
T hey  con tinu a lly  d id  batt le, on th e  one h an d  w ith  th e ju d a iz e rs  w ho w an ted  
to m ake C h ris tian ity  respectab le  to  o rth o d o x  Jew s by ab so rb ing  it into  
Ju d a is m , an d , on  th e  o th e r  h an d , w ith  those w ho w an ted  to  m ake 
C h ris tian ity  accep tab le  to  the  G reek w orld  by assim ila ting  it w ith  G reek 
wisdom .
T h e  A postles m ad e  th e ir  ow n position  very clear. C h ris tian ity  can n o t be 
assim ila ted  to  e ith e r  Jew ish  tra d itio n  o r G reek  w isdom  w itho u t deny ing  
itself. In  o rd e r to m a in ta in  its in teg rity  it m ust s tan d  a p a r t from  every system 
o f  th o u g h t on  w hich the  established  o rd e r is bu ilt. It m ust p ro no u nce  
judgm en t on every  w ay o f th in k in g  th a t is no t g ro un d ed  in th e  gospel and  
m ust be p rep ared  to  accept w hatever co n tem p t the th inkers o f this w orld  m ay 
h eap  on it for its refusal to confo rm  to c o n te m p o ra ry  society’s accep ted  w ay 
o f  thinking.
At the  sam e tim e, this s tan d in g  a p a r t  m ust no t be allow ed to  becom c an
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isolation from  the  w orld  an d  its though t. T h e  gospel o f Jesus C h ris t m ust lie 
proclaimed to the  w orld. F or this p roc lam ation  to be effective the  C h ris tian  
m ust go to the  w orld  to  m eet th e  w orld on its ow n ground . C h ris tian ity  is 
concerned  w ith  th e sa m e  issues oflife and  d ea th  th a t concern  all m en. T he re  
is no issue in h um an  affairs in w hich th e  gospel is irre levant o r in w hich the  
C h ris tian  has no interest. T h e  m essage of th e  gospel m ust be p roclaim ed to 
m en o f the  w orld in term s of th e  issues th a t concern  them  and  in a way tha t 
they will u nd erstan d .
So we find the  apostle  P au l saying: “ I m ake m yself all th ings to  all m en so 
th a t, a t all cost, I m ay  save som e” . A m o n gG reeks he shows an  ap p rec ia tio n  
of G reek  w isdom  w hile am on g  Jews he shows respect for the, Jewish trad itio n
— I Cor. 9:19-22, Acts 17:22-31; 21:20-26.
T o  be faithful to th e  gospel, therefore, the  Apostles saw it as im p o rtan t to 
take th e ir  p lace  within th e  cu ltu re , life, an d  tho ug h t o fth c ir  age, w hile a t the  
sam e tim e d is tingu ish ing  them selves clearly  from  th a t cu ltu re , life, and  
tho ug h t, in th a t they  could  show  the  people o fth c ir  age the  b e tte r w ay o f the  
gospel in the  sharpest possible co n tras t to  th e  established  o rd e r o f th e ir  age. 
T hey  b ecam c m en o f th e ir  age, iden tify ing  them selves w ith  th e  people of 
the ir age, in o rd e r to  rescue m en from  this age.
A P O S T O L IC  F A IT H F U L N E S S  IN  T O D A Y ’S W O R L D
T h is  position  in re la tion  to  th e  life an d  th o u g h t o f  th e  w orld , defined  so 
clearly  by th e  L o rd  an d  his A postles in th e  first c en tu ry , m ust rem ain  
definite for th e  C h ris tian  in every age.
Yet the  very  n a tu re  o f  this A postolic defin ition  m akes it im possible for us to 
use (he A postles’ answ er to th e  th o u g h t o f  th e ir  age as o u r  answ er to o u r  age. 
T h e  authentic. C h ris tian  answ er m ust be  shaped  afresh for cach  genera tion . 
T h e  answ ers o f  yesterday  will never do  for today.
T h e  gospel rem ains alw ays th e  sam e new s o f  G o d ’s red em p tio n  by C hrist 
Jesus an d  S c rip tu re  rem ains alw ays th e  sam e defin itive w ord  o f  G od  by the  
light ol w h ich  we m ust check o u r answers. O n  these w e m ust be un tnoveable .
But th e  w orld  to  w h ich  we m ust speak th is gospel is a ch an g ing  w orld. T h e  
p a tte rn s  o f cu ltu re , life, an d  th o u g h t w ith in  w hich  we m ust speak  a rc  
ev erch ang ing  p a tte rns.
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T o  be faithful to th e  gospel w e m ust p roclaim  it, no t as a  g rand  ab struc tio n  
floa ting  in th e  a ir, bu t as th e  W ord  th a t  d irects us to  conc re te  answ ers to 
the  ex istential questions th a t m en a re  asking in a ch an g ing  w orld. W e m ust 
show  how  this gospel speaks to  m en o f o u r  age as th e  A postles show ed how  it 
spoke to  m en o f the ir age.
G ro u n d ed  in this u n ch an g ea b le  gospel an d  gu ided  by this unchangeab le  
W ord  o f G od, we m ust m eet th e  ch alleng e  o f  each  succeeding  gene ra tio n  by 
sh ap in g  an ew  answ ers th a t speak  to  th e  specific issues o f  th a t genera tion .
W e, too, m ust position ourselves w ith in  the  cu ltu re , life, and  tho ug h t o f o u r 
age w hile a t th e  sam e tim e d is tingu ish ing  ourselves sh arp ly  from  th a t 
c u ltu re , life, and  th o u g h t, so th a t  we can  show  m en o f o u r age the  b e tte r w ay 
of th e  gospel in answ er to th e  questions o f o u r  age.
In  this com plex  w orld  o f th e  second h a lf  o f th e  tw en tie th  c en tu ry  a 
bew ilderin g  a rra y  o f  questions press for o u r  a tte n tio n . I t  can  be very 
tem p tin g  to  becom e cau g h t u p  w ith  th e  im m edia te  issues o f liv ingso  th a t the 
fou nd a tion a l questions u n d e rly in g  these issues a re  never ad eq u a te ly  
exam ined.
Issues o f  p o llu tion , o f p overty , o f p o rn o g ra p h y , o f  a b o rtio n , o f  th e  role o f 
w om en, o f u ra n iu m  m in ing , and  a host o f  o thers, a rc  discussed an d  answ ers 
p roposed  w itho u t any  serious ex am in a tion  of th e  fou nd ation al assum ptions 
on w hich th e  discussions an d  answ ers a re  based.
If  we a re  to be faithful in co m m u n ic a tin g  th e  gospel to  o u r  age we m ust resist 
this tem p ta tio n . U n d erly in g  every  issue th a t  presses on  o u r  a tte n tio n  the re  
a re  fou nd a tion a l questions to  w hich  we m ust find a p p ro p ria te  answ ers 
before we can  have any  confidence th a t  o u r  discussion o f th e  ex istential 
issues will be faithful to the  gospel.
T o  speak  w ith  an  a u th e n tic  C h ris tian  voice to  o u r  age we m ust find th e  tim e 
an d  th e  resources, as a C h ris tian  co m m u n ity , to  deve lop  answ ers to  th e  
deepest questions o f  o u r  age. W e m ust not, we d a re  no t, be  co n ten t to deal 
only w ith  th e  surface question  to w hich all m en  c lam o u r for answers.
O n e  o f th e  m arks o f  o u r  defection  from  th e  A postolic defin ition  o f 
C h ris tian ity  is th a t we are  no t re g a rd e d  as a serious th re a t to th e  established  
o rd e r  o f o u r  society. T h a t  estab lished  o rd e r  has succeeded  very  well in 
c o n ta in in g  us w ith in  its ow n categories. W e do  not th re a te n  to b reak  th e  old 
w ine skins.
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It is futile for us to  p ro test, th a t, unlike the  Apostles, we live in a society 
founded  on  C h ris tian  principles. It is a delusion for us to p re tend  tha t o u r 
faithfulness to  th e  gospel can  be expressed by defending  the  C hristian  
c h a ra c te r  o f  th e  established  o rd e r o f o u r society against the  com m unists, 
liberals an d  rad icals w ho th re a ten  th a t o rd er in one way o r another.
Social conservatism  never has been and  never will be a m ark  of A postolic 
faithfulness. It is the  sign of a  C h u rch  th a t has allow ed an  aposta te  w orld to  
con ta in  an d  n eu tra lize  it w ith in  its ow n decay ing  structures.
T his does not m ean  th a t we can  recover faithfulness by tak ing  to the  streets 
in su p p o rt o f the  latest p o p u la r  m ovem ents o f reform  o r by tak ing  up  the 
cu rren tly  fashionable slogans of social criticism .
It m eans th a t  we m ust recover th e  m ean in g  o f th e  gospel as a  dynam ic  o f 
life transform ing  dim ensions. W e m ust open ourselves, ou r ideas, ou r 
prejud ices, o u r  dogm as, o u r  theories, ou r p ractices, to the  dynam ic of the  
gospel to be reshaped  in the  im age o f C hrist.
W e m ust tak e  th e  W ord  o f G od  as th e  only fixed p o in t o f  reference for o u r 
th in k in g  an d  acting . All else, as h u m a n  works, inc lud ing  o u r m ost cherishcd  
ideal a n d  p rincip les, we m ust fearlessly leave open  to ch an g e  an d  
reform ation .
H O W  IM P O R T A N T  IS P H IL O S O P H Y ?
It is in th is co n tex t th a t  w e m ust consider th e  question  o f  th e  C h ris tian  voice 
in philosophy. S uch  a  voice will be em pty  an d  m eaningless if it speaks alone. 
T o  be h ea rd  as an  au th en tic  C h ris tian  voice it m ust be heard  in harm ony  
w ith  a com prehensive C h ris tian  w itness th a t, speak ing  to  o u r age w ith  the  
au th o rity  o f faith , challenges o u r age a t every level o f h um an  affairs.
W e can n o t ag ree w ith  P au l T illich  w hen he says: “ Philosophy is its own final 
co urt o f ap p e a l. T h e  first s tep  in philosophy  is th e  rejection  o f any  possible 
co urt o f  a p p e a l ou tside  it. I t is th e  m ost rad ica l form  o f inquiry , w hich on 
p rin c ip le  assum es n o th in g  befo rehand . P h ilosophy  assum es n o th in g  outside 
itse lf’ (Twentieth Century Theology in the M a k in g  ed. J. Palikan: F o n ta n a  
1970, p. 246).
W e m ust insist tha t C h ris t is L ord  of all h u m a n  works inc lud ing  philosophy. 
Philosophy , a lo ng  w ith  every  o th e r  h um an  w ork, m ust be subject to the
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judgm en t o fh is  W ord . It m ust assum e, as its s ta r tin g  p o in t, th e  t ru th  o f th a t 
W ord. 'I'o be faithful to the  A postolic defin ition  o f C h ris tian ity  th e  wisdom  
ol all m odern  philosophies th a t  a rc  not g ro u n d ed  in th e  gospel, like the  
w isdom  o f ancien t G recce, m ust be judged folly.
But it is not enough  to  judge m odern  philosophies. T hese philosophies are 
concerncd  w ith  real issues o f h um an  existence. T hey  a re  w restling  w ith  basic 
questions aiïccting  o u r daily  living. It is not enough  to  w rite  them  oil as folly. 
If  we expect o u r  C h ris tian  w itness to  be taken  seriously we m ust offer a 
serious philosophical a lte rn a tiv e  to th e  philosophies o f o u r age; we m ust give 
cred ib le  philosophical answ ers th a t  a rc  g rounded  in the  gospel.
Philosophical answ ers a rc  not the  only  kind o f answ ers we need to  give to our 
age. C h ris tian ity  is not a philosophy any  m ore th a n  it is a theology. It is a 
lilc-transfoi m ing  faith, a religion, th a t, in p rinc ip le , reshapes the  w hole life 
o f m an.
But, just because C h ris tian ity  is life-encom passing, any  com ple te  C h ris tian  
w itness to  o u r  age m ust include a C h ris tian  voice in philosophy. W e m ust not 
leave the  field of philosophy to  others.
F u rth e rm o re , in this age w here lea rn ing  and  science p lay  such a  significant 
role, th e re  is a  special u rgency  ab o u t this task o f g iv ing a  C h ris tian  answ er in 
philosophy. It is in the  w orld o f sciencc and  learn ing  th a t philosophy has its 
most im m ed ia te  inlluence. E very  scientist and  schola r operates explicitly, 
or, m ore often, im plicitly , w ith  a  philosophical developed  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f 
th e  n a tu re , scope, and  possibilities o f his d iscip line an d  o f th e  re la tion  o f his 
d iscipline to  o th e r disciplines and  to  th e  n on -theo re tica l areas o f life.
Even w hen any  such ph ilosoph ical in lluence is d en ied  by th e  scientist a  little 
critical analysis will soon reveal its presence.
T ak e  the  scientist w ho protests: “ I assum e n o th in g  a t all a b o u t these 
ph ilosoph ical questions in m y w ork as a scientist. M y task is sim ply to 
investigate an d  co lla te  the  facts. I m ake no assum ptions b u t sim ply let the 
facts speak for them selves.”
T h is sort o f s ta tem en t reveals, in itself, a ce rta in  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f th e  
n a tu re , scope, an d  possibilities o f th e  scientific d iscip line th a t has clearly  
been shaped  by positivistic philosophies. T h is  scientist is o p e ra tin g  on the  
assum ption  th a t facts can  be collected  like shells on th e  seashore, a rran g e d  in
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som e self-evident w ay, an d , w hen so gathered  and  a rran ged , will give the 
answ ers we need, or, a t least, all the  answers we can  expect.
T heology  is no exception . A theolog ian  like H .M . K u ite rt m ay insist that 
theology  is safe only w hen  it foreswears all connection  w ith  “ a specific 
p h ilosophy” . Fie m ay even q u o te  no lesser a figure th a n  H erm an  Bavinck in 
su pp o rt o f this view. H e m ay critieizx earlie r R eform ed theologians for the ir 
a llian cc  w ith  A risto te lian  philosophy  (sec his The Reality o f  Faith, Ecrde- 
m ans, 1868, p. 25f). Yet his ow n theology can  be apprec ia ted  only w hen we 
recognizc th a t  he o pera tes w ith  an  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f the  cosmos th a t bears 
th e  unm istakcab le  m arks o f th e  historicist philosophy of W ilhelm  D ilthey.
T h is is th e  d a n g e r th a t will alw ays th re a te n  the  theo log ian  w ho tries to 
d isassociate h im self from  “ a  specific ph ilosophy” . H e will be in constan t 
peril o f falling  u n d e r th e  influence o f a  philosophy th a t is alien to  the  gospel 
without even being aware o f  that influence.
Because o f this pow erful influence th a t philosophy has on all academ ic 
disciplines, in an  age like ours w here science p lays such a  large role in h um an  
affairs, th e re  is a  special u rgency  a b o u t develop ing  th e  C h ris tian  voice in 
philosophy . T o  ignore philosophy  o r  to  dism iss it as o f  little  p rac tica l 
im p ortan ce  w ould  be a fatal b lunder.
E X A M IN IN G  T H E  O P T IO N S
In  a tte m p tin g  to  develop  a  C h ris tian  voice in philosophy  C h ris tian s have 
ad op ted  th ree  b ro ad  approaches.
O n e  ap p ro a c h  is to  rely on theology  to give th e  C h ris tian  answ ers to 
philosophy. T h e re  a re  th re e  serious objections to this approach .
T h e  first ob jection  is th a t since theology is not philosophy it can n o t give 
instinctively philosophical answers. It leaves philosophy w ithout a d istinctive 
C h ris tian  voice, rely ing  on a theological C h ristian  voice to speak to the 
ph ilosopher from  outside philosophy.
T h e  second ob jection  is th a t  this ap p ro ach  fails to expose philosophy to  the 
ju d g m e n t o f th e  W ord  o f  G od. T h e re  is no im m edia te  exposure o f 
philosophy to th e  W ord  o f G od b u t only to the  w ord o f m an as expressed in 
C h ris tian  theology.
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T h e  th ird , an d  possibly m ost decisive, objection  is th a t since, as we have just 
no ticed , theology itself is subject to the  influence o f philosophy  it canno t be 
relied  on for the  genu inely  critical a tti tu d e  w hich is essential for developing  
an  a u th e n tic  C h ris tian  voice in philosophy. E very  theology  is developed 
u n d e r  th e  in fluence o f one p h ilo so ph er o r an o th er. I t can n o t, therefore, be 
an  effective tool for a  c ritica l analysis o f philosophy since it has assum ed the  
t ru th  o f th a t p a r tic u la r  philosophy  u n d e r  w hose influence it has been 
developed. E very  theology  is un fitted  to  be th e C h ris tia n  voice in philosophy 
just because every  theology  is, in th e  n a tu re  o f things, philosophically  
b iased.
T hese  ob jections are  so pow erfu l th a t they lead  us to  a decisive re jection  of 
th e  ideal th a t theology can  ever be th e  C h ris tian  voice in philosophy.
A second ap p ro a c h  a tte m p ts  to deve lop  a C h ris tian  voice in philosophy  by 
tak in g  over one o r a n o th e r  o f the  ph ilosoph ies a lread y  be ing  offered in the  
ph ilosoph ical m arke t-p lace  an d  m odify ing  it in the  light o f th e  C h ris tian  
faith. T h is  has th e  ad v a n ta g e  th a t  it saves th e C h ris tia n  ph ilosopher from  the  
d a u n tin g  task o f b u ild in g  a  com ple te  new  philosophy. H e can  sim ply ad op t 
th e  w ork o f o thers an d  m odify it to  su it his p a rtic u la r  C h ris tian  purpose. 
T h is  is not to suggest th a t this is in any  w ay to  be regarded  as a “ lazy 
o p tio n ” . I t does ofTcr th e  possib ility  o f “ C h ris tia n ”  answ ers m ore quick ly  
over a m uch  w ider ran ge  o f issues th a n  w ould  be th e  case if we h ad  to bu ild  a 
C h ris tian  philosophy from  th e  beginning.
Y et, in sp ite  o f this m ajo r a ttra c tio n , this ap p ro a c h  is open  to serious 
ob jection . It can n o t p ro d u ce  a ph ilosophy  th a t  is grounded in th e  gospel. It 
can  only  modify by th e  gospel a ph ilosophy  th a t  is grounded in a different 
religious p rincip le . S ince any  a u th e n tic  C h ris tian  voice in h a rm o ny  w ith  the  
A postolic defin ition  o f C h ris tian ity  m ust be grounded in the  gospel, and  
fu n d a m en ta lly  d istingu ished  from  th e  w isdom  o f this w orld , w e m ust also 
reject this a p p ro ach , even tho ug h  we acknow ledge th a t it is ad op ted  by som e 
very earnest C h ris tian s w ork ing  in th e  field o f philosophy.
T h is  leaves us w ith  only  th e  th ird  a p p ro ach . T h is  is to develop  a d istinctive 
philosophy  th a t is firm ly grounded in th e  gospel an d  lakes its starting point 
u nash am ed ly  in th e  W ord  o fG od . N o th in g  less th an  this can  be ad e q u a te  for 
p ro v id in g  an  a u th e n tic  C h ris tian  voice am id  th e  b abe l o f m odern  p h ilo ­
sophies.
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C H R IS T IA N  P H IL O S O P H Y  F O R  T H E  T W E N T IE T H  C E N T U R Y
By th e  goodness o f G od  we are  not left to  develop  such a  philosophy from 
scra tch . Im p o rta n t g roundw ork  o f massive p ropo rtions has a lready  been 
done on just such a philosophy by Profs. D .H .T . V ollenhoven and  H. 
D ooyew eerd  o f th e  N etherlands, followed by others, p recm inan tly  in the 
N eth erlan ds, b u t also in S ou th  A frica an d , to a  m uch  lesser ex ten t, in N orth  
A m crica.
It w ould be o u trag eou s to  a ttem p t even an  ou tline  o f the  con ten t o f this 
ph ilosophy  here. T hose w ho w an t the  sim plest possible in troduction  to its 
co n ten t should  do  no th in g  less th an  read  the  two h un d red  and  ninety-five 
pages o f The Contours o f  a Christian Philosophy by L. K alsbeck (published by 
W edge P ub lish ing  F ou nd ation , 1975). A ny th ing  less th an  this w ould  be 
ab su rd  an d , if you reg ard  yourself as an y th in g  o f a  ph ilosopher you should 
im m ediate ly  p roceed  from  K alsbeek  to  a  careful read ing  of the  n ineteen  
h u n d red  an d  forty -eigh t pages o f H . D ooyew cerd 's.U ew  Critique o f  Theoretical 
Thought.
W hat we can  do  here  is o u tline  som e o f th e  ch arac teris tics  o fth is  philosophy 
th a t m ake it w orthy  o f a tten tio n  and  respect.
Before do ing  this, how ever, w e should  tak e  a  qu ick  look a t  the  h isto ry  o f  this 
philosophy.
Philosophies do  no t develop  in ivory tow er isolation. T hey  arrive  only 
w ith in  th e  co n tex t o f  la rg e r life-shaping religious m ovem ents. T h e y  give 
theo re tica l expression to  th e  w orld  an d  life views o f  living com m unities o f 
people. A ph ilosophy  can  n ever be th e  d riv ing  force for h u m a n  activ ity . It is 
alw ays a  p ro d u c t o f  an d  a re in fo rcem ent for a  religious d riv ing  forcc th a t is 
also sh ap in g  h u m a n  life in  o th e r  ways.
A nyone w ho tries to  p ro d u ce  a  philosophy in isolation can  only p roduce a 
ph ilosoph ical ab o rtio n . O n ly  w here  a  fresh religious d riv ing  force is push ing  
h u m a n  life o u t in new  d irec tions will a  new  philosophy be developed u n d er 
th e  im petus o f  this religious d riv ing  force.
W hile  it is tru e  th a t th e  philosophy  will serve to  reinforce th e  religious 
m ovem en t o u t o f w h ich  it has g row n it can  never becom e th e  d riv ing  force 
for living bu t w ill alw ays be itself d riv en  by a  religious m otive. I f  th a t 
religious m otive dies th en  th e  philosophy m ust die.
In  th e  second  h a lf  o f  th e  last c en tu ry  a  pow erful new  religious m ovem ent
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swept the  N etherlands. A lthough  the  n am e o f A b rah a m  K u y p er has becom e 
in separab ly  associated  w ith  th a t  m ovem ent, it w ould  be a g rave m istake to 
see it as a K u y p er m ovem ent. It was m uch  too  b ig  for tha t.
In  this m ovem ent th e  C h ris tian  faith  broke o u t o f th e  confines o f ch u rch  and  
theo log ical sem inary  to  inv ad e  th e  every  day  life o f th e  n a tio n . T h e  ferm ent 
was ce rta in ly  felt in ecclesiastical circles bu t it cou ld  no t be confined there. 
T h e  d y n am ic  o f th e  gospel was felt th ro u g h o u t the  life o f the  nation . 
C h ris tia n  faith  was expressed, no t only  in theolog ical an d  ecclesiastical 
term s, b u t also in p o litica l, ed u c a tio n a l, an d  social term s. T h ro u g h o u t the 
b re a d th  and  length  o f h um an  affairs th e  gods o f  this age w ere challenged .
T h is  w as n o t a  philosoph ical m ovem ent. I f  it h ad  been  it could  no t have h ad  
such pow erful aflect. Ind eed , it w as so far from  being  a  ph ilosophical 
m ovem en t th a t th e  F ree  U niversity  o f A m sterdam , w hich  grew  ou t o f the  
m ovem en t, w as founded  w itho u t any  d e p a rtm e n t o f philosophy, and  
co n tinu ed  for forty-six years before th e  a p p o in tm e n t o f th e  first fu ll-tim e 
professor o f Philosophy.
Y et, a  religious m ovem en t o f such b re a d th  a n d  pow er could  hard ly  fail to 
b e a r  fruit in philosophy  also. T h e  genius o f this m ovem ent was the 
confession th a t  Je su s  C h ris t is L o rd  in  all h u m a n  affairs. I t is no t su rprising  
th a t, in tim e, this bore fru it in a tte m p t to  develop  a  ph ilosophy  th a t  takes 
this confession seriously.
I t is im possible to u n d e rs tan d  this philosophy  excep t as one o f th e  la te r 
m a tu r in g  fru its o f th e  m ovem en t o f relig ious renew al th a t  sw ept the  
N eth erlan ds in th e  second h a lf  o f th e  last cen tury .
As such it bears th e  m arks o f  its origins, bo th  in th e  D u tch  m ovem ent o f 
C h ris tia n  renew al, an d  also in th e  w ider con tex t o f c o n tin e n ta l E u ro pean  
th o u g h t. It w ould  be foolish to  p re te n d  th a t  it bears no  d istinctive  m arks of 
c o n tin e n ta l E u ro pe  in genera l an d  o f  th e  N eth erlan ds in p articu la r.
F o r this reason  it w ould  be a  serious m istake to  suppose th a t  it w ill p rov ide a 
read y -m ad e  answ er to  th e  philosoph ical needs o f  th e  C h ris tian  co m m un ity  
in th e  q u ite  different con tex t o f  A u stra lia  an d  N ew  Z ealand .
A t th e  sam e tim e, because o f  its roo ts in a  religious m ovem en t o f Christian 
renew al, the  p o ten tia l usefulness o f this philosophy transcends the lim itations 
o f  its specific c u ltu ra l co n tex t, ju s t as th e  C h ris tian  fa ith , as a  religious
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princip le, transccnds all cu ltu ra l barriers. All w ho share the  religious 
d riv ing  force o f th e  N eth erlan ds’ renew al, w ith  its life-encom passing vision 
o f C h ris t’s lordsh ip , will find in this philosophy an  indispensable tool, an 
invaluab le  s ta rtin g  po in t, for th e  developm ent o f the  C hris tian  voice in 
philosophy w ith in  th e ir  ow n cu ltu ra l context.
It is w orth  n o ting  th a t, in genera l, in A ustra lia  and  N ew  Z ea lan d , the 
greatest ap p rec ia tio n  o f  this philosophy is being  show n by C hristian  thinkers 
w ho do  no t share  e ith e r th e  D u tc h , o r m ore generally , the  co n tinen ta l 
E u ro p ean , cu ltu ra l heritage. T his, in itself, testifies th a t the  usefulness o f this 
philosophy transcends its d istinctive D u tch  origins.
Ind eed , it is sad  to  observe th a t, in som e cases a t least, A ustra lians and  N ew  
Z ea lan de rs  w ho do have a D u tch  cu ltu ra l heritage tend  to d iscard  this 
philosophy  as ju s t so m uch  D u tch  baggage th a t m ust be got rid  o f in o rd e r to 
p rove th a t they  are  now  really  A ustralians or N ew  Z ealanders. If  they persist 
in do ing  this they will be despising  a rich  gift th a t G od  has given them  to 
share  w ith  th e  w orld . W here  will they  then  look for th e  deve lopm en t o f  an  
au th en tic  C h ris tian  voice in philosophy?
T h e re  are  five ch arac teris tics  o f th is philosophy  th a t  should  com m end  it to 
the  a tte n tio n  o f  a ll C h ris tian  scholars a n d  th e  respect o f  a ll C hristians. I t is 
C h ris tian , cred ib le , m odest, open , an d  p rac tica l. F o r those w ho have h ad  
only superficia l co n tac t w ith  this philosophy, e ith e r d irectly  o r th ro ug h  one 
or a n o th e r  o f  its m ore p o p u la r apologists o r  critics, som e o f  these term s m ay 
seem scarcely a p p ro p ria te . L et us consider each  o f  them  in tu rn  m ore 
closely.
C H A R A C T E R IS T IC S  O F  A  C H R IS T IA N  P H IL O S O P H Y
I. T h is  ph ilosophy  is a  Christian philosophy. I t is C h ris tian  in a  q u ite  
u n iq u e  sense am o n g  philosophies in  th a t  it d e lib era te ly  sets ou t to  g ro un d  its 
en tire  ph ilosophical s tru c tu re  in th e  W ord  o f G od  given in th e  Scrip tures.
It does no t a tte m p t to  isolate itself from  o th e r  m odern  philosophies. O n  th e  
co n tra ry , it d e lib era tly  looks for co n tac t w ith  those philosophies. Yet it q u ite  
clearly  an d  explicitly  bu ilds its ow n tho ug h t on d ifferent foundations. It is 
no t a  philosophy  mortified hy th e  gospel b u t one th a t  is grounded in th e  gospel. 11 
u nash am ed ly  takes as th e  s ta rtin g  p o in t o f  its th o u g h t th e  co n ten t o f  th e  
b ib lical revelation , th e  W ord  o f  G od  w ritten  in th e  Scriptures.
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A ltho ug h  it developed  o u t o f one section  o f th e  C h u rc h  rep resen ted  hy the  
R efo rm ed  C h u rch es  o f  th e  N e th e rlan d s, it is no t th e  p ecu lia r p ro pe rty  of 
th a t section of the  ch u rch  bu t belongs to all C hristians.
It can  c laim  this un iversal C h ris tian  c h a ra c te r  because, w hile all it says is 
fully consistent w ith the confession o f th a t  section o f  th e  ch u rch  in w hich  it was 
b orn , it is not grounded in dogmas or theologies th a t  a re  p ecu lia r to  th a t  p a rt o f the 
ch u rch . It is not g ro u n d ed  in dogm as o r theologies o f any  sort a t all b u t is 
g ro un d ed  im m ediate ly  in the  W ord  o f G od  as g iven in th e  Scrip tu res. T h is  is 
th e  basis o f its cla im  to  be reg a rd e d  as a d istinctively  C h ris tian  philosophy.
2. I t is a credible philosophy. I t can  stand  w ith  h ead  high am ong  the 
philosophies o f th e  w orld  as a philosophy developed  w ith  genu ine scholarly  
in teg rity . W hile its C h ris tian  c h a ra c te r  m eans th a t  it can n o t hope to  w in 
acc ep ta n ce  am on g  u nbeliev ing  scholars, th e  b re a d th  a n d  d e p th  o f its 
p en e tra tio n  co m m and  respect in th e  w orld  o f scholarship .
O n  th e  occasion o f  D o oy ew eerd ’s seven tie th  b ir th d a y  th e  D u tch  C h ris tian  
D aily  “ T ro u w ” (O ct. 6, 1964) pub lished  an  ev alua tio n  o f his co n trib u tio n  to 
philosophy  w ritten  by a sch o la r w ho d id  not sh are  his C h ris tian  convictions. 
T h is  schola r was G .D . L angem eijer, professor o f Legal Philosophy a t the  
U niversity  o f L eiden  un til 1957 w hen he took u p  an  a p p o in tm e n t as 
p ro secu to r genera l w ith  the  D u tc h  su p rem e co u rt. Before his re tirem e n t in 
1973 L an gem eijer served for several years as p residen t o f th e  R oyal 
N e th e rla n d s  A cadem y  o f  Science an d  L etters , som e ind ica tion  of his 
s tan d in g  in  th e  academ ic  w orld.
In  his ev a lu a tio n  L an gem eijer said: “ W ith o u t any  ex ag era tion  D ooyew eerd  
c an  be called  th e  m ost o rig ina l ph ilo so ph er H o llan d  has ev er p ro du ced , 
even S p in oza  no t ex cep ted .”  H e w ent on  to say th a t it w ould  be exceedingly 
fru itfu l for o th e r  ph ilosophies w ho do  no t sh a re  D ooyew eerd 's religious 
conv ictions to  e n te r  in to  discussions w ith  him . H e in d ica ted  th a t such 
discussions cou ld  only  en rich  these o th e r  philosophies an d  m ake them  th ink  
m ore sharp ly  ab o u t th e ir  ow n position. H e expressed th e  op in ion  th a t this 
ph ilosophy , m ore th a n  is usually  th e  case, opens th e  w ay to a fruitfu l 
exchange  o f th o u g h t w ith  scholars o f  a  d ifferent persuasion.
P e rh a p s this very o rig ina lity  tog e the r w ith  th e  b re a d th  a n d  d ep th  of 
p e n e tra tio n  p reven ts  m any  from  a p p re c ia tin g  th e  v a lue  o f this philosophy. 
Because it is a serious p h ilosoph ica l w ork o f u nu sua l b re a d th  an d  d e p th  and  
show ing  co nsid erab le  o rig ina lity  it requ ires unu sua l effort an d  d iligence to
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com e to  grips w ith  it. I t will no t yield th e  richcs o f  its th o u g h t to  th e  casual 
s tu d en t w ho is no t ready  for susta ined , persisten t m en ta l effort o f  a  k ind th a t 
is not com m only  req u ired  even o f te rtia ry  studen ts in o u r  society.
I t is u n d e rs ta n d a b le , therefore , th a t m any  prefer to  rely for th e ir  know ledge 
o f  this philosophy  on  secon dh an d  im pressions o r p opu lariza tions ra th e r  
th a n  h av in g  to  m ake th e  effort req u ired  for a  serious study of the  basic 
p h ilosoph ical texts. T h is  m ay  well do  for th e  person w ho m akes no scholarly  
p re ten tio n s  b u t w ill h a rd ly  do  for any  C h ris tian  w ho m akes claim  to  being  
regarded  as a  scholar.
A nd it is en tire ly  indefensible for C h ris tian  theolog ians w ho have not m ade a 
th o ro u g h  s tu d y  o f  th e  m a jo r ph ilosoph ical w orks involved to  condem n  this 
philosophy  o r  to  dism iss it as u nw o rth y  o f  a tte n tio n . S uch  an  a tti tu d e  shows 
a  com ple te  lack o f  th e  in teg rity  th a t should alw ays m ark  th e  w ork o f the  
C h ris tian  scholar.
N o th in g  could  be m ore ab su rd  th a n  th e  a tte m p t to  d iscred it this philosophy 
by labelling  it “ a second-rate  ph ilosoph ical system ” m arked  by “ general 
in te llec tual shoddiness” . Yet, w hen such sta tem ents a re  m ad e  by a  C h ris tian  
theolog ian  m any  people, no t eq u ipped  to  m ake th e ir  ow n assessm ent, will 
accep t such s ta tem en ts as valid  on  th e  basis o f the  theo log ian ’s scholarly  
re p u ta tio n . In  th e  c ircum stances th e  m ak ing  o f s ta tem en ts o f this k ind can  
only be described  as irresponsible.
A sim ilar lack o f in teg rity  is show n w hen  critiques o f this philosophy are  
w ritten  th a t d ep e n d  heavily on  non-philosophical works w ritten  by persons, 
no t philosophers, w ho express som e k ind o f sym pathy  w ith this philosophy. 
S cho larly  in teg rity , no t to  say C h ris tian  in teg rity , dem ands th a t a 
philosophy  be ju d g e d  by its definitive tex t and  no t by non-philosophical 
works deem ed  to  have some kind o f association w ith  it.
W here this philosophy, as a  serious philosophy, has confronted  th e  w orld of 
co n tem po rary  philosophy it has w on th e  respect, if not approval, o f 
philosophers o f  this age. T h is  has been th e  experience in A u stra lia  and  New  
Z ea lan d  as well as o th e r  p a rts  o f th e  w orld. It docs little  cred it to the  
C h ris tian  theo log ian  co ncerned , therefore, w hen th e  a tte m p t is m ad e  to  
d iscred it it as “ sccond-rate  philosophy”
It is n o t only en tire ly  perm issible bu t highly desirable th a t this philosophy be 
exposed to th e  sh arpest possible c ritica l ex am in ation  by o th e r  scholars,
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inc lud ing  C h ris tian  theologians. W h a t is not leg itim ate  is the  su bstitu tion  of 
rhe to rica l d en ig ra tio n  o r sum m ary  for genu ine scholarly  criticism .
3. T h is  philosophy  is also modest. I t  m akes no claim  for accep tance  as a 
con tro llin g  force in h u m a n  life. It en tire ly  denies th a t philosophy is ever able 
to be such a m o tiv a tin g  force. It asks for a lleg iance  from  no  one. I t m akes no 
b id  for recogn ition  as th e  gu id ing  light o f C h ris tian  th o u g h t and  action.
It rep u d ia tes  the  idea th a t alleg iance to  a p a rtic u la r  philosophy should be 
m a d e  th e  test o f  C h ris tian  fellow ship o r faithfulness.
It claim s only  to be th e  w ork o f believ ing  m en in th e  im p o rta n t, bu t lim ited , 
field o f philosophy; m en w ho a re  a tte m p tin g , u n d e r  th e  d irec tio n  o f  G o d ’s 
W ord  w ritten  in sc rip tu re , to  give a  theore tica l accou n t o f  th e  u n ity  and  
diversity  th a t  we e n c o u n te r  in  o u r  experience o f th e  w orld . W ith in  this 
lim ited  field it asks for a  respectfu l hearing , b u t it asks no one to accep t 
an y th in g  it says on th e  b are  a u th o rity  o f a  C h ris tian  philosophy.
I t c laim s to  serve a ll m en b o th  by a le r tin g  th e m  to th e  in tru sion  in to  th e  
th o u g h t o f th e  C h ris tian  co m m u n ity  o f  philosophies a lien  to  the  gospel and  
by  p ro v id in g  a v iab le  p h ilosoph ical a lte rn a tiv e  th a t  is g ro un d ed  in the  
gospel. It asks no  o ne  for an  im p lic it o r u n c ritica l acc ep ta n ce  o f  e ith e r its 
w arn ings o r its a lte rn a tive .
It m akes no  p re ten tiou s claim s to  au th o rity  over h u m a n  though t. Any 
a u th o rity  it claim s is strictly  lim ited  to  ph ilosoph ical issues an d , even there , 
it c laim s only  th e  fallible, alw ays defective , a u th o rity  th a t  belongs in any  
field o f h u m a n  affairs to  sinful, b u t red eem ed , m en w ho consciously 
e n d e av o u r to  g ro un d  th e ir  w ork in th e  gospel.
It is tru e  th a t  this philosophy  refuses to  accep t th a t  its cla im  to  be a C h ris tian  
philosophy  should  be sub jec ted  to  th e  ju d g m e n t o f theology. It repud iates 
any  cla im  by theology  to  be h o n o u red  as q u ee n  o f  th e  sciences an d  g u a rd ian  
a n d  gu ide o f  all C h ris tian  tho ug h t.
B ut it does no t th e reb y  ask th a t  ph ilosophy  be e n th ro n e d  as th e  new 
g u a rd ia n  an d  g u ide  o f  C h ris tia n  th o u g h t. It insists th a t  science, an d  h u m a n  
th o u g h t, in all its b ranches, can  have no queen  b u t only a  K in g  in th e  person 
o f je s u s  C hrist.
I t asks only for genu ine  p a rtn e rsh ip  w ith  o th e r b ranch es o f  C h ris tian
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tho ug h t. O f  theology  it asks only  th a t, as a  h um an  w ork, theology should 
ab a n d o n  all c laim  to superio r au th o rity  over o th er h u m a n  works and  take its 
place as an  eq ua l p a r tn e r  alongside the  o th er b ranches o fC h ris tian  thought, 
inc lud ing  C h ris tian  philosophy.
O n  this basis, w hen C h ris tian  philosophy o pera tin g  in its legitim ate 
ph ilosophical field o f inquiry , says th ings th a i challenge accepted  theo ­
logical positions it asks only tha t theology give it the respect due to  it as a  genuine 
p a r tn e r  in  C hrist: th a t  it be n o t p resum ed  to  be in th e  w rong  because it docs 
n o t ag ree  w ith  accep ted  theolog ical positions b u t th a t theolog ian  and  
p h ilo so ph er ta lk  to g e th e r  as C h ris tian  b re th re n , each  w ith  his ow n gifts an d  
com pctence, w ho take seriously th e ir  com m on confession th a t  n e ither 
theology nor philosophy  b u t only  th e  W ord  o f G od  can  be th e  definitive 
a u th o rity  for h u m a n  thought.
4. T his philosophy  is an  open philosophy. It is n o t a  closed system. I t is not a  
set o f ph ilosoph ical dogm as to w hich all th e  o rth od ox  m ust subscribe o r be 
p roscribed  as heretics.
T h e  tw o m en w ho m ust be regarded  as the  fathers o f this philosophy, 
V ollenhoven  an d  D ooyew eerd  d id  no t ag ree on  all im p o rtan t points, and  
am o n g  those w ho h ave  follow ed in th e ir  steps th e re  have been  and  rem ain  
significant differences.
In  this respect it is m islead ing  to  speak o f  a  person w ho is w orking  w ith in  this 
C h ris tia n  ph ilosophy  as a  D ooyew eerd ian . V ery  few could  be p roperly  
called  D ooyew ecrd ians if this m ean  to ta l accep tance  o f D ooyew eerd’s 
ph ilosoph ical fo rm ulations, though  all w ould  respect the  m o nu m en ta l w ork 
th a t he an d  V ollenhoven  have done an d  w ould acknow ledge th e ir  g reat 
indebtedness to  these m en for the ir indispensable foundational work.
But this is a  tru ly  open , developing  philosophy w here inquiry  and  
questio n in g  a re  encouraged . It is ch arac teris tic  o f this philosophy to insist 
th a t  all h u m a n  th o u g h t, in c lu d in g  this philosophy , m ust be reg arded  as 
provisional. A nd, as C h ris tian  philosophy, all w ho w ork w ith  this philosophy 
a re  b o u n d  to  check it constan tly  for its faithfulness to  th e  W ord  o f G od and  
its acc u rac y  in g iv ing  a n  acco u n t o f  th e  en co u n te r w ith  th e  crea tio n  w hich 
we experience.
5. T h is  philosophy  is also a  practical philosophy. As a  philosophy it has a 
th eo re tica l c h a ra c te r  b u t it m akes no b reak  betw een  theory  and  p ractice . It
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is no t a  specu lative  system  th a t  tries to fit all experience in to  a p re ­
d e te rm in e d  fram ew ork  b u t is an  a ttem p t to give a theore tica l account, in the 
light o f  the  W ord  o f G o d , o f th e  daily  e n c o u n te r  th a t m an  has w ith  the  
c rea tio n . I t is one w ay in w hich  we can  deepen  o u r  u n d e rs tan d in g  of th a t 
crea tion .
T h e  d a ta  w ith  w hich it works a re  alw ays th e  d a ta  o f experience. I t is 
co n tinu a lly  testing  its form ulations by fu rth e r  e n co u n te r w ith  the  crea tion . 
G u id ed  by th e  W ord  o fG o d  th a t tells us th a t  th e  w orld  to  w hich  we belong  is 
a c rea te d  w orld , this philosophy  can  p roceed  w ith  confidence in the  reality  
o f  this w orld  an d  the re liab ility  o f o u r e n co u n te r w ith  this w orld  as th e  source 
o f  o u r  know ledge o f  it w hen  g u ided  by th e  W ord  o f G od  by w hich  it is 
o rdered .
It is this em p irica l c h a ra c te r  th a t  m akes this philosophy  such a  useful aid  for 
th e  m o dern  scientist by help ing  to  give h im  a  c lea re r view  o f his field o f 
investigation . It m ust be stressed th a t  this ph ilosophy  in no  w ay takes over 
the  w ork o f th e  special sciences nor does it ac t as any  k ind o f gu ide for them  in 
th e ir  w ork. W h a t it does is g ive a  c lea re r view  o f th e  field o f  investigation  for 
th e  special sciences.
T h e  em p irica l c h a ra c te r  o f  this ph ilosophy  m eans also th a t it is invaluab le  
in the  search  for answ ers to th e  m any  an d  com plex  concre te  issues o f living in 
to d a y ’s w orld . A gain  it will no t give read y -m ad e  answ ers nor should  it be 
looked to  as any  sort o f g u ide  in sea rch in g  for answ ers. T h e  W ord  o f G od 
a lo n e  m ust be o u r  g u ide . W h a t this ph ilosophy  can  be expected  to  do  is to 
help  us to  get a c lea re r view  o f  th e  real p ro b lem  by iso la ting  th a t  p rob lem  
from  th e  fog o f false p roblem s.
O V E R C O M IN G  T H E  IS O L A T IO N
N ot only  is th e re  a  C h ris tia n  voice a lre a d y  p resen t in ph ilosophy , therefore, 
b u t it is a  voice th a t  deserves th e  respect an d  a tte n tio n  o f all C h ris tian s. N ot 
only  is it a  voice th a t  speaks in th e  n am e  o f  th e  gospel to  th e  w orld  o f 
philosophy , b u t it is a voice th a t is well fitted  to serve th e  w hole C h ris tian  
co m m u n ity  in th e  strugg le  for a  m ore a u th e n tic  w ay o f  living in harm o ny  
w ith  th e  gospel in to d a y ’s com plcx  w orld.
T h is  does no t m ean  th a t every  C h ris tian  should  a t te m p t to  becom e a 
ph ilo so ph er o r even  to  u n d e rta k e  th e  s tudy  o f this C h ris tian  philosophy. 
T h a t  w ould  be a  fa ta l d en ia l o f  th e  d iversity  o f  th e  body  o f C hrist.
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Philosophy is not any  sort o f m agic key to the  w orld ’s, o r to  C h ris tian ’s, 
p roblem s. D ifferent responses to this philosophy will be a p p ro p ria te  for 
different g roups of people.
A ny C h ris tian  w ho takes u p  philosophy as his o r h er field o f study has a c lear 
responsib ility  to m ake a  carcful and  close study of this philosophy. It is 
sim ply irresponsible for a C hristian  in this position not to do so.
If, a fte r carcful ex am in a tio n , such a person should  conclude th a t  this 
philosophy  is to ta lly  unserv iceably  as a  C h ris tian  voice in philosophy, then 
there  is the  fu rth er responsibility  to d em onstra te  clearly  why this is so and 
fu rth er to offer an alternative philosophy that is grounded in the gospel.
C h ris tian  scholars an d  scientists w orking  in fields o th e r th a n  philosophy, 
inc lud ing  theolog ians, have a c lea r responsib ility  to e n te r in to  co n tinu ing  
d ia logue w ith  this C h ris tian  philosophy. S uch  d ia logue  is needed bo th  so 
th a t this philosophy can  be fu rth er en riched  an d  corrected  w here necessary 
by th e  insights o f o th er d isciplines, and  so th a t the  o th er disciplines can  enjoy 
the  benefit o f th e  c lea re r v iew  o f  th e ir  field o f s tudy  th a t this philosophy  can  
supply.
It is n o t to be expected  th a t all scholars an d  scientists should b e philosophers. 
W ha t c an  be expected  am on g  C h ris tian  scholars a n d  scientists is th a t the re  
will be genu ine  d ia logue  in w hich philosophy listens w ith  openess and  
respect to  th e  o th e r  disciplines an d  th e  o th e r  disciplines, inc lud ing  theology, 
listen w ith  sim ilar openness an d  respect to  philosophy.
So fa r as C hris tian s in general a re  concerned  they  need to  be encouraged  to  
recognize th a t this C h ris tian  philosophy  can  be th e ir  servan t to  help  them  to 
see m ore clearly  th ro u g h  th e  fog c rea te d  by h um anistic  w orld  views an d  
philosophies th e  real n a tu re  o f  th e  issues th a t  face us all in today ’s w orld.
F o r those w ho co n tin u e  to  w ork  a t th e  deve lopm en t o f  this C h ris tian  
ph ilosoph ical voice th e re  a re  also responsib ilities to  th e ir  fellow C hristians. 
T hey  a re  responsib le to  do  all in th e ir  pow er to  open  the  w ay for genu ine 
d ia logue; to clarify  features o f  this philosophy th a t cause concern  am ong  
th e ir  fellow C hristian s; to  ex h ib it in th e ir  personal a ttitu d es  th e  hum ility  
an d  openness t h a t a re  ch arac te ris tic  o f  th e  philosophy they rep resen t; an d  to  
p u rsu e  th e ir  w ork w ith  keen aw areness o f  th e  im p ortan ce  o f  re la tin g  th a t  
w ork clearly  to  th e  cen tra l issues o f  C h ris tian s in tod ay ’s w orld.
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In  short, as this philosophy of w h ich  w e have spoken arose not in some 
ph ilosoph ica l ivory tow er b u t o u t o f a  liv ing  C h ris tia n  co m m u n ity , so it can  
only grow  an d  develop  w ith in  such a  com m u n ity , an d , if it docs not grow  
and  develop, the  loss will be th e  loss o f th e  w hole C h ris tian  com m unity .
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